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RESULTS OF THE 2013 SEATTLE SURVEY OF WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS

Each year, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) asksvitblesaé customerso provide information

on their current water demand (both retail and wholesale), sources of supply (in addition to
SPU), and their water rates. A complete set ofdhtaby wholesale customemnd by year is

of critical importance in Seattleublic Utilities' efforts to better forecastiolesaledemand.
Wholesale customensten find thecurrent and historicahformationprovided in this report
useful in their own analysis and planningalso allows them to see how they compare to
otherwholesale cusimersand Seattle in a number of areas.

This report summarizes much of the data that was collected in 1BevP@lesale customer
survey and is th0th year the report has appeared in this forngsattle Public Utilities
appreciates theime and effort eactwholesale customehnas taken in completing and

returning the survey.Comparative information is presented on water rates, bills and
consumption patterngQuestions about this repant requests fodatafrom the surveys

should be direted to Bruce Flory at (206) 6&B59. Copies of current and past reports (back
to 2005) can be downloaded frahe WholesaleCustomerspage 8 PUG6 s websi t e

Overview

Abouthalf the water produceshd treatedby Seattle Publititilities is sold direct} to customers
i n S eratdilselviee@rea. The rest is sold wholesatbeédCascade Water Alliance ab@l
neighboring cities and water districts. Thedmlesale customeese listed below.

Wholesale Customers of Seattle Public Utilities

Cities Water Districts Cascade Water Alliance
- Bothell -Cedar River Water & Sewer District -City of Bellevue
- Duvall -Coal Creek Utility District -City of Issaquah
- Mercer Island -Highline Water District -City of Kirkland
- Renton -Northshore Utity District -City of Redmond
-Olympic View Water & Sewer Distric -City of Tukwila
-Shoreline Water District -Sammamish Plateau W & S District

-Soos Creek Water & Sewer District -Skyway Water & Sewer District
‘Woodinville Water District

‘WaterDistrict No. 20

‘Water District No. 45

‘Water District No. 49

‘Water District No. 90

‘Water District No. 119

-Water District No. 125

Note that the city of North Bend is not included in the survey though it has recently contracted
with Seattle Public Utilities to receive untreated mitigation watenf the Cedar River
watershed.In addition, the City of Edmonds and the Lake Forest Park Water Dasteicto

longer wholesale customers of Seattle Public Utilities as of 2Bb&#ever,Lake Forest Park

has asked toontinue participang in the survey and their datsummarized in this report.

Finally, the Covington Water District withdrew from the Cascade Water Alliance in 2012 and
is no longer included in the survey.
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While there are almost 1,500 public water systems in King County and an estimated fourteen

t housand private systems, the 45 | argest wat
Seattle and itsvholesale customerdone providevater to about 42 of the population of

King County as well a$4,500 people in the southwest corner of Snohomish County.

Percent of Population Served by Water Providers in King County

Lakehaven
5.4%

Auburn Kent \

2.6% 2.7%
Covington
) 23% T ———»
Sammamish Plateau Seattle System
1.7% 74.0%
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ssaquah ——————*
0.9% wD11l —— %
0.9%
NE Sammamish /
06% 7502000 Connections
2.7% /}
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2.1% Class B Private
0.8% 2.6%

Supply: Seattle Public Utilities has two surface water souroelssasmall ground water

source: the Cedar River system, the South Fork Tolt Reservoir, aBddtiewWell Field

(used primarily for summer peaking). On average, the Cedar River system provides about 70
percent of total supply, the South Fork Tolt sgstielivers 29 percent, and tBeattlewell

Field delivers 1 percent. Total annual average firm yield from the current system is estimated
at 172 million gallons per daynigd.

A number of Seattfie holesale customghave their own sources of supplpich reducs
their demand fronthe SPU supply systemThese utilities and the approximate annual capacity
of their sources are listed below:

Covingtoni Wells, 13.1 mgd T Rentoni Wells, 13.2 mgd.

Highline i Wells, 1.9 mgd ¢ Sammamish Plateat Wells, 6.7mgd"
Issaquahi Wells, 2.5 mgd T Skywayi Well, 0.2 mgd

Olympic View 1 Surface Water, 0.5 mgd T Water District 90 1 0.6 mgd
Redmondi Wells, 2.7 mgd

= =4 -4 A

1As reported in the Water Suppl yookAppemdxs 2009 Regi ona
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A

ForthemostpartSeat t | eds wh ddnafsllg dtilze thein avh sounees of supply,
using about halbn average As shownin the table beloywwholesale customers obtained about
16 mgd from their owrsources osuppl.

Water Obtained From Own Sources of Supply 2012

Renton 6.55

Sammamish Plateau* 3.5

Redmond*

N
o

Highline 1.

Issaquah* 1.3

Olympic View 0.5

W.D.90 0.5

Lake Forest Park 0.2

Cedar River| 0.1

Skyway | 0.1
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Annual MGD

* Membersof Cascade Water Alliance

Demand: Seattleandwholesalevater demand totalelB7 mgd in 242, downfrom 143 mgd in

2011. However, much of this apparent decline is because Covington and Edmonds are no longer
wholesale customers of SPU and are therefore not included in thedbthé 137 mgd total

121 mgd came from the SPU supply system #hchgd was obtained fromvholesale

c ust o mespuscés ofsupply. Various components of Seattlevuodesaledemand are

shown in the chart, beléw Seattle demand w&& mgd includingd mgd of noarevenue water.
Totalwholesalademand of76 mgd consistd of ® mgd from Seattle58 mgd purchased and 1

mgd transmission losses) at@imgd obtained from other sources. Includediwlesale

demandbut not shown separately on the chiarabout4d mgdof distribution system nen

revenue water.

2 Components may not add to total due to rounding.
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Componens of Seattle andVholesaleWater Demandin MGD: 2012
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How Seattle system water consumption has changed over time can be seen in the graph
below. While population has risen steadily since 1975, total water demand leveledngjf du
the 1980s at about 170 mgd before dropping off sharply due to the 1992 drbughy the
rest of the 199Qghe combined effects of higher water rates, the 1993 plumbing code,
conservation, and improved system operations kept total consumptiojusit ander 150
mgdi well below predrought levels Slow economicgrowth and two recessions since 2000,

Obtained from

Other Sources s

Total Demand from

SPU Supply System
121 mgd

WHOLESAI|LE

Purchased
from Seatlle 96 mgd

Total Wholesale
Consumption
76 mgd

Total Seattle &
137 mgd

Wholesale Demand

Total Seattle
61 mgd

le—— Consumption

increasingly efficient appliances and fixturesd the impact of the 1% Conservation Program

(begun in 2000andthe Saving Water PartnersHigther extended the downward trend so

that in recent yearsyater demandrom the SPU supply system hd®ppedo aboutl20

mgd. In percentage terms, total Seattle system water consumption has deéfinethce
1990 while population has increase®®d. As aresult,total consumptiorper capitais 39%%

less than it was in 1990.

Wholesale demand from the Seattle water system grew by two thirds from 40 mgd in 1975 to

67 mgd in 1991. Following the 1992 drought though, wholesale demand leveled off
(averaging 66 md) for thenextdecadeand a half befordeclinng again in the last several

years. Seattle retail demand was essentially flat between 1975 and 1991 (averaging 80 mgd)

but has trended downward ever since. Finally-rewenue water wasut bymore tharhalf
due toactions taken by Seattle just before and during the 1992 drd\jlet.at t | e 6 s

program to cover all its Haity reservoirs plus better monitoring of overflows from the
remaining open reservoirs has further reducedrewanue water.

3 These actions included reducingdity reservoir overflows, eliminating regular flushing of Green Lake, relining leaky

reservoirs, changing reservoir washing practiaadrehabilitatng and replacing other reservoirs.
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Population* and Components of Annual Water Demand in MGD
Seattle Regional System: 1973012
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* |ssaquah, Lake Forest PaRgnton,and Sammamish Plateatenot included irthe estimate of population
because thegurchas none or negligible amountd ther water fromSPU

Water Rates

Residential and commercial rates in effect during3X0r each wholesale customer and

Seattle are summarized in Tables 1.1 and 1.2. Quite a variety of rate levels and structures are
evident. All wholesale customers leaycommodity charge and a fixed monthly charge or

meter charge (which, in a few cases, also includes a minimum level of consumption per
month). There are three basic commodity rate structures and one hybrid: uniform rates,
seasonal rates, inclined bloaktes, and seasonal rates with blocks. Fixed monthly charges on

a IJ0 meter, the us u aaveragda $8.@2pef month wite arandecoh t i al me
$11.26per month to $7.50 per month. The range of fixed monthly charges on 2" meters,

typical of mmmercial accounts, is even greater7.$0 per month to215.24 per month.

Note that sveralwholesale customers do not include the state utility tax and other taxes or

fees that might be assessed on water sales in their published rates. In ordertdenand

bills compaable betveen utilities those taxes and fees have been added back into thagates
shown in Tables 1.1 and 1aRd into the bill calculations.

Residential Rates: Of all the utilities surveyedonly the oneformer wholesale custosn

(Lake Forest Park) Isa uniform rate structure, i.e., a single rate per ccf for all volumes and
times of the year. Tilrate appeain the table aaninclined block struture rate with just

one block. Only onewholesale customeil (ikwila) has straght seasonal rates: a single rate
in the winter and a single higher rate in the 4 month summer seGsuatteen wholesale
customers have simple inclined block rates with from two to five blocks. The size of the
blocks is indicated in the "Break Point5lumn of the tablesFor example, Water District 49
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has three blocks: the first from O to 5 ccf per month, the second fro® &t@er month and

the last for@ or more ccf per month. There is considerable variation in the number and size of
the blacks and in the rates themselves. Finddightwholesale customers and Seattle use
various combinations of seasonal and block rates. Olympic,Wieywdinville,and Water

Districts 90,119and 125have a block structusehat shift to higher rates in tlsemmer So
doesSoos Creekexcept there is no higher summer rate in the liilkstk. Similarly, Mercer
Islandhas multiple blocks but no higher summer rates in the first two blo&esattleand

Highline havesingle winter ratewith blocks only in thesummer.

The diversityof residential rate structures results in very different price signals to customers
during the peak season. Residential customers of wholesale utilities face nsangimadr

rates ranging fromZ71to $17.53 per cct The averagesummer enlock rate (including
Seattle)s $6.54 per ccf. Sevenwholesale customeius Seattle now havendblock rates
exceethg $7.00 per ccf.Issaquathas the highest summer eblibck rate $17.53 per ccffor
consumption in excess of 18 ccf peomth

Commercial Rates: Lessthanathird of all wholesale customer8)(apply the same rates and
rate structures to both their commercial and residential customexswfolesale customers
change the rates charged but maintain the same strugtueeemainingsixteenplus Seattle
change the rateendthe structureysuallyshifting from inclined block and hybrid structures
to uniform or seasonal ratdsut occasionally just reducing the number of blockse highest
rate is §.67 per ccf and the avage summer end block rate (includi@gattle andiniform

and seasonal rates) i4.64 per ccf.

Customer Bills: Figures 1.1 through 1.4 and Tables 1.3 and 1.4 compare monthly residential
bills across wholesale customers. Three consumption levels, deélwed, are used
throughout:

Monthly Consumption Levels Used in Calculating Bills

Level of Household Average
Consumption Winter Summer Annual
Low 4 ccf/mo 6 ccf/mo 4.67 ccf/mo
Medium 8 ccf/mo 12 ccf/mo 9.33 ccf/mo
High 16 ccf/mo 24 ccf/mo 18.67 ccf/no

Figures 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 graphically display monthly residential bills by wholesale customer at
low, medium, and high levels of consumption. The figures also rank wholesale customers
(including Seattle) by the size of their bills revealing two intamgdacts. One is that there

arebig differences in what households pay for water among different utilities. Monthly bills
from utilities with the highest rates are as muchnasand a halfimes as large as those from
utilities with the lowest ratesAverage monthly bills range fron2$.63to $49.43at the low

level of consumption ands$.50to $141.19 at the high level of consumption.

A utilitybds average residentanditsavevage er bi | |
residential consumptionA problem with most comparisons of water bills across utilities
(including the comparisons in Figures 1.1 through 1.3) is that the comparisons use a single
level of consumption to calculate the bills. But if the chosen level of consumption is typical

for one utility, it may not be for another. Consider two utilities having exactly the same rates.
One could have higher average bills than the other because its average consumption is higher.
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To correctlycompare average bills across utilities, each ytifits b i | | shoul d be
average level of consumption. This has been done in Figure 1.4. Average monthly residential
consumption ranges fro2 ccf per month in Seattk® 8.3 ccf per month irSammamish

Plateau In Figure 1.4Redmonchas he lowest average residential bill aBdthell has the

second lowestWater District 1190ps thdist bothhigher tharaverage consumpticand

among the highesates

There are many possible explanations for the wide variation in residential ratasand
These includeitilities having

different financial policies,

different levels of investment in new and replacement infrastructure

different proportions of rate revaa, nonrate revenue, and debt

different proportions of residential and comiat customers

different cost allocdons between customer classes

different cusomer densities

and different rates ofustomer and service area growth

= =4 =4 -8 -9 _9_-°

The other phenomenon revealed by the graphs is how much wholesale customer rankings can
change atifferent levels of consumption, i.e., the wholesale customer with the lowest bill at
one level of consumption may be far from the lowest at other levels of consumption. For
example Water District 2Cand Sammamish Plateau are in the middle of the pHokv

consumption buare among thieowestbill s at high consumptionlssaquahs agood example

of the opposite pattern, miog up 21 positions in theill rankingsbetweerlow andhigh
consumptiorievels Finally others, such &eattleand Water Distrit45, maintain their

relative ranking at all levels of consumption. (Tabk summarizes the different rankings

from Figures 1.1 through 1.3.)

There argwo factors that explain the shifts in relative rankings of wholesale customer bills at
different levels of consumption. One is different rate structures. For example, an inclined
block structure tends to favor low volume users while a flat rate structure favors high volume
users. Perhaps even more important is the relative magnitudes of the fixediabld
components of the rates. Higher meter charges relative to volume charges result in higher
bills for low volume users and proportionally lower bills for high volume users. The
combined impact of these factors can be seen in Table 1.4. Inlgareigsale customers

with relatively high meter charges and relatively low volume charges move down in the
rankings (their bills get smaller compared to other wholesale customers) as consumption
increases. Wholesale customers with lower meter chargdsigimer or steeply inclining

volume charges tend to move in the opposite direction, placing higher in the rankings as
consumption increases. In many cases, the "meter charge effect” offsets the "rate structure
effect” so that the wholesale customer neimg its ranking across all consumption levels.
Table 1.3 displaymonthly bills at the medium level of consumption (graphed in Figure 1.2)
and the difference between winter and summer bills by wholesale customer. Note that the
summer/winter differentiabk not the differential imatesbut inbills. Many wholesale

customers have a differential of less than 50% even though bills are calculated with 50% more
consumption in summer than in winter. This means that the average rate charged per ccf by
these whblesale customers is actual®ssin the summer than in the winter. This seemingly
contradictory result is due to the impact of the meter charge which is spread over a greater
number of ccf in the summer. This effect diminishes as the level of consamiggs and &
meter charge represents a smaller and smaller proportion of the totédsatjuahTukwila,

8 Seattle Public Utilities
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Soos CreekWoodinville, Seattle Duvall andMercer Islanchave differentials of more than
50%, a sign that th@veragerate charged per ccf the summer is greater than in the winter.
Consumption Patterns

Annual Consumption: Figures 2.1 and 2.2 display annual water purchases from SPU and
annual retail water sales by wholesale customer fb2.20lote that annual purchases from

SPU are oftenery different tharwholesale customers' retail demands. Purchases from SPU
are less thathe actual demand of wholesale customers who have their own sources of supply
or who buy from othersAnd while mostCascade members still obtain water directly from
SPUG6s tr ans mi snglongenpurshas tireathy, front 3PE.yInsteadhe

Cascade Water Alliance pa8®U forwhat is owedandthenbills its members.Some water
purchased by Cascade is wheeled to memkleosmay not havdirect connectiont the

Seattle systerauch as Issaquah and Sammamish Plgfeaexample, some of the water
shown i n Figur e Relletueeads upirpRedmorid ardssady@ah b y

Tables 2.1 and 2 2rovide a historical perspective by displayirbykars ofdataon annual
retail consumption by wholesale custoraadwholesale purchases from Seatti¢istorical
consumption datéor years prior to 2008ave not been obtained from Issaquah and
Sammamish Plateau.

Consumption Trends A new gr ap htisiFiguret2I8 that shpwhagrowvth, r e p o
or in most cases, the declinetatal retail water consumption for Seattle and each of the
wholesale customers over thé yiear period 1995 to 2@1 Only sevenutilities, mostin

expanding and fast growing areéBuvall, Water District 119, €dar River, Redmond, Water
District 90, Bothell,andWater District 4% have experienckEpositive water demand growth

since 1995. All the rest are using less water thag did I7 yearsago. On average,

wholesale customerstie seen their water consumptiacthbine by7.5% over the period or

0.5% annually. The largest decreases have been in Seattle and Shoreline where water demand
has dropped bgver25% oraboutl.7% a year.This indicates that for Seattle and most of its
wholesale customers, the combined effect of conservation programs, fixture and appliance
codes, and rising water rates has more than offset the impact of growth in the customer base.

Non-Revenue Water: Figure 24 ranks wholesale customers by percent of-revenue

water in 2A2, i.e., the percent of their total water purchases and production that is not sold.
Percent nowwevenue water for 2802010, and 2011s also shown. Table2shows annual
distribution system percent n@avenue water by wholesatastomer for the years 199

through 2@2 and the average for each wholesale custdareas many years as data is
availablei usually back to 1994Percent nomevenue water is calculated as follows:

(PS + PO + OSRS-WS) =+ (PS + PO + OS)
where
PS = Water Purchased from Seattle
PO = Water Purchased from Others
OS = Water obtained from Own Supply
RS = Water Sold Retalil
WS = Water Sold Wholesale

There are many causes of A@venue water. Some are necessary anéfoefirial such as
water main flushing, reservoir cleaning and water taken from hydrants for fire fighting, street
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cleaning and some construction projects. Others, however, are undesirable and represent
wasted water or lost revenues. These include leaks hipelines and reservoirs, inadvertent
reservoir overflows, theft and slow customer meters. For a newer water system efficiently
operated, the percentage of rewenue water might be expected to creep down towards 5%.
Non-revenue water in the 10% igashould prompt some analysis of what might be the
cause, and nerevenue water in excess of 15% is definitely a call to aétion

The average level of nemevenue water for wholesale customees5.2% in 20125. Since
1994,average wholesale distributicystermon-revenue water Isavaried from 52% t09.9%
averaging/.3% over the whole periad

Measurement problems contribute to at least some of théorgaar variation in non

revenue water evident in Tablé8and Figure &A. Billing lags and supplyneterinaccuraies

are two problems that make the precise measurement aemenue water difficult. Because

of differences in the length of billing lags, the measure of annual wholesale water sales
generally doesn't span the exact same period as t&uneeof annual purchases and

production. These two measures of water consumption, the difference of which provides our
estimate of nomevenue water, may be offset by as much as two months. Fortunately, these
months are in the middle of winter when comption tends to be relatively constant from

month to month. The problem would be much worse if the end of the year coincided with the
peak season.

Slowwholesalaneters have represented a much more serious problem in measuring non
revenue water by reding the apparent difference between the amount of water entering a
wholesale customer's system and the amount of water sold by that wholesale customer.
Extremely low levels of nomnevenue water (under 3%) suggest that there is probably some

kind of metemg problem. Negative nerevenue water, i.e., when metering data implies that

more water has been sold than was produced and/or purchased, is a sure sign that one or more
meters measuring incoming water is slo8uch is the case for Shoreliaed Cedar Rer, the

only wholesale customgwith negative nosrevenue water last year-&2% and-11.0%,

respectively

Inacairate wholesale meters can lead to equity issues between individual wholesale customers
and skew thallocation of costbetween SPU reteand wholesale customers. At the time of

this writing, SPUnas beemegotiating withseveralof its wholesale customergho have had

very low or negative nenevenue watein recent years The goal is tadentify and repair

4 The new state Water Efficiency Rule requires water utilities to report their Distribution System Leakage (DSL) to the
Department of Health annually, and to take action if ye@& moving average exceeds 10Bote tha nonrevenue water
is different that DSL. All water produced or purchased but not sold is consideredvesue water. DSL starts with ron
revenue water but subtracts out all authorized uses of water that do not generate revenue but can be restimatetior
These include water used for reservoir cleaning and overflowing, main and hydrant flushing, firefighting, and other hydrant
use such as construction and street sweeping. If measured, transmission losses can also be deducted in calc#lating DSL.
utilityds esti mat e o-fevellu8watemtd thelextdntahatlthese svenubganeratingtbat n o n
authorized uses are taken into account.

S Seattle nofrevenue water averaged®% for 2005 through 2@L Percent of nomevenue watefor Seattle is not included
in Figure 2.3 because it is not directly comparable to wholesaleavenue water. For wholesale customers;mewenue
water is a distribution system concept. IVetarsdsrnot paoteft i n t r an:
the calculation. However, Seattle a@venue water consists of both distribution and transmission losses to Seattle plus
wholesale transmission losses. Comparing Seattle and wholesaleveone water would be misleading unless th
distribution system component of Seattle memenue water could be isolated. Unfortunately, that is not possible with
currently available data.
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malfunctioning meters and priole more realistic nenevenue water estimates based on a
utilitydoorpaotmehiisnesr,y a utilitydéds own supply
downstr eam o fWatehuwdhasesrfrent SPU for.the years in question will then

be recalculated baden the new estimates of roevenue waterFor example, a wholesale

customer with a history of nerevenue water in the 7% to 9% rarigfore experiencintyvo

years of negative nerevenue water might have their metexarked onand their nofrevenue

water adjusted back up to a more reasonable level for them, say 7%.

Per Household and Per Account Consumption:Figures 2.5 and 26 rank wholesale

customers and Seattle on the basigG@R single familyconsumptiorper househol@ndtotal
consumptiorperaccount The first measure is often udeglwholesale customers in their
analysis of current and projected water demand and in their calculation of Equivalent
Residential Units (ERUs)Of those reportinghie wholesale customer with the highest single
family consumption per househakiSammamish Plateat 204 gallons per day (gpd)

followed byWoodinvilleat199 gpd. The weighted wholesale average fat22@as172 gpd

(7.0 ccf per month).Skyway reported the lowest consumption per household vghgpd.

The variance in per household use between wholesale customers is due to more than just
different attitudes towards water conservation. Wholesale customers at the top of the list
(Sammamish Plateawoodinville, Mercer Islangl tend to have some or aif the following
characteristics associated with higher water use: larger lot sizes, higher household incomes,
and higher average persons per household. Ultilities (including Seattle) with consumption per
household at the low end of the scale tend t@ ljast the opposite characteristics: denser
development with smaller lots, lowaveragehousehold incomes, and fewer persons per
household.

In addition to annual average consumptiongirgle family household, the Figurébalso
shows peak (4 monthgason consumption per household.

There is much greater variation in total consumption per account across wholesale customers
as can be seen in Figur&2.The weighted wholesale averag8@5gpd. Total consumption

per account in Seattle is slightBssthan the wholesale average?8i gpd. This inotan
indication of the relative efficiency of water use amtmg different utilities Rather, higher

levels of total consumption per account are closely associated with higher proportions of non
residential and multifamily customers. Wholesale customers at the bottom of the list serve
predominantly single familgustomers.Utilities at the top of the lisith the highest

consumption per accountTukwila, Bellevue Renton WaterDistrict 125,andRednondi
alsohavethe highest proporti@of nonresidential and multifamily consumptipf®0%or

moreof the totali Tukwila is 90%). Total consumption per account and percent of
consumption that ieot single family are highly correlated all the way dothe line.

Finally, Table 24 provides some history on single family consumption per household by
wholesale customer for the period $98012. The overall downward trend in average
consumption per household for both wholesale customers and Seattlersmpp Figure
2.7. The average decline since 1994 has been about 3@%range, from low to high, of
wholesale consumption per household over time is also depicted in the gieplrigure
2.3, this graphically illustrates the impact water demandf conservation programs, water
efficiency codes for new fixtures and applian@asdrising water and sewer rates.
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Table 1.1
A Comparison of 2013 Residential Rates

3/4" mtr ch|includes Seasonal Inclined Block
Purveyor: per month Minimum|{ Winter | Summer* 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Break Points**
W.D. 20 $19.75 0 - - $2.13 $2.71 - - - 10
W.D. 45 $17.50 0 - = $2.50 $3.50 $4.50 - - 5/12.5
W.D. 49 $16.00 0 - - $3.05 $3.75 $5.25 - - 5/8
W.D. 90 $24.08 2.5 Block Block |$2.75/$3.25**|$3.20/$3.70***|$3.85/$4.35*** - - 7.5/12.5
W.D. 119*** $37.50 0 Block Block |$2.30/$2.90**|$2.90/$3.80**|$3.80/$4.75***|$4.62/$5.50*** - 7/14/21
W.D. 125*** $12.50 0 Block Block |$3.19/$3.30***|$3.59/$3.70**|$3.94/$4.05*** - - 5/10
Bellevue' $18.66 0 - - $3.73 $5.14 $6.59 $9.81 - 10/15/50
Bothell T $11.95 0 - = $2.35 $3.45 $4.45 $5.65 $6.46 5/10/15/25
Cedar River $18.33 1 - - $2.42 $4.26 $4.54 $7.38 - 5/15/25
Coal Creek $20.04 0 - = $3.19 $4.16 $5.31 $7.61 - 5/15/50
Duvall $23.96 2 - - $3.57 $4.59 $5.61 $6.63 $7.67 4/6/8/10
Highline™ $13.90 0 $3.50 Block $3.50 $4.14 - - - 5
IssaquahT $13.10 0 - - $1.69 $4.03 $7.48 $12.19 $17.53 2/7/15/25
Kirkland " $19.64 2 - - $4.72 $6.18 : : : 12
Lake Forest Park' | $29.78 0 - - $3.37 - - - - -
Mercer Island***" $11.26 0 Block Block $2.67 $4.52 $5.43/$5.54** | $7.30/$7.62*** - 5/10/15
Northshore $15.00 0 - - $2.75 $3.25 $4.00 $5.00 - 6/7.5/11.5
Olympic View***' $14.69 0 Block Block |[$2.09/$2.23***|$3.06/$3.49*** - - - 20
Redmond $13.10 0 - - $1.60 $3.20 $4.80 $6.40 - 4/10/20
Renton $16.76 0 S $2.42 $3.24 $4.10 - - 5/10
Sammamish Plateau| $23.48 0 - - $1.62 $1.97 $3.18 $5.29 - 6/12/25
Shoreline ° ' $27.25 0 - - $2.87 $4.40 $5.93 - - 5/12
Skyway $15.59 0 - - $3.46 $4.38 $5.53 $6.99 - 4/6/12
Soos Creek*** $13.25 0 Block Block $1.70 $3.40/$4.06*** | $4.30/$5.17** | $4.85/$5.82*** - 5/10/15
Tukwila $14.00 0 $2.80 $3.90 - - - - - -
Woodinville $17.50 1 Block Block |$4.72/$5.66***|$6.97/$7.91** - - - 12.5
Seattle™* | $1350 | 0o [ $450 | Block | $473 | $571 | $11.80 - - [ sns

* Al utilities with seasonal rates use a 4 month peak season.

*k

Break Points are the number of ccf per month at which the next rate block is attained.

month, and $4.50 per ccf for all consumption in excess of 12.5 ccf per month.
** WD 119, WD125, Highline, Mercer Island, Olympic View, Soos Creek, and Seattle have both seasonal and block rates. For example, WD 119's 2nd block rate of $2.90/ccf increases to $3.80
during the peak season. Only Tukwila has simple seasonal rates with no blocks.

S

Base Service Charge for Shoreline is based on square footage of buildings, not meter size.

For example, W.D. 45 charges $2.50 per ccf for the first 5 ccf consumed, $3.50 per ccf for the next 7.5 ccf per

Taxes and fees not included in the published rates of these utilities (Bellevue, Bothell, Issaquah, Kirkland, Lake Forest Park, Mercer Island, Olympic View, and Shoreline) have been added to the
rates shown in this table.
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Table 1.2

A Comparison of 2013 Commercial Rates

2" mtr ch [Includes Seasonal Inclined Block
Purveyor: per month Minimum| Winter | Summer* 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Break Points**
W.D. 20 $98.75 0 - - $2.13 $2.71 - - - 10
W.D. 45 $17.50 0 - - $2.50 $3.50 $4.50 - - 5/12.5
W.D. 49" $21150| 0O - - $3.55 - - - - -
W.D. 90 $62.20 2.5 - - $3.85 - - - - -
W.D. 119*** $65.50 0 Block Block |$2.30/$2.90**|$2.90/$3.80***|$3.80/$4.75***|$4.62/$5.50*** - 7/14/21
W.D. 125 $42.00 0 $3.19 $3.70 - - - - - -
Bellevue” $85.84| 0 $3.79 $5.32 - - - - - -
Bothell T $10053| 0 $2.82 $4.81 - - - - - -
Cedar River $64.70 1 - - $2.42 $4.26 $4.54 $7.38 - 5/15/25
Coal Creek $106.61 0 $3.68 $4.81 - - - - - -
Duvall $23.96 2 - - $3.57 $4.59 $5.61 $6.63 $7.67 4/6/8/10
Highline $121.88 0 $3.50 Block $3.50 $4.14 - - - 5
IssaquahT $116.88 0 - - $3.41 $5.27 - - - 32
Kirkland" $76.84| 0 - - $5.29 - - - - -
Lake Forest Park $215.24 0 - - $3.37 - - - - -
Mercer Island’ $90.06 0 $2.45 $6.12 - - - - - -
Northshore $100.00 0 - - $3.55 $3.70 $3.85 $4.05 - 32/40/61.5
Olympic View***" $53.43 0 Block Block [$2.09/$2.23***|$3.06/$3.49*** - - - 160
Redmond $80.20 0 $2.10 $3.60 - - - - - -
Renton $100.50 0 - - $3.32 - - - - -
Sammamish Plateau| $149.20 0 $1.31 $1.91 - - - - - -
Shoreline 7 $14279| 0 - - $4.16 - - - - -
Skyway $177.92| 0 - - $4.43 $5.26 - - - 48
Soos Creek*** $52.80 0 Block Block $1.70 $3.40/$4.06*** [ $4.30/$5.17*** | $4.85/$5.82*+* - 5/10/15
Tukwila $100.00 0 $3.98 $5.46 - - - - - -
Woodinville $141.26 1 - - $4.16 $4.56 - - - Prior winter avg
Seattle | $2375] o | $450 | $5.72 | _ [ : [ ] : ] ]

* Al utilities with seasonal rates use a 4 month peak season.

**  Break Points are the number of ccf per month at which the next rate block is attained.

month, and $4.50 per ccf for all consumption in excess of 12.5 ccf per month.
*** WD 119, Olympic View, and Soos Creek have both seasonal and block rates. For example, WD 119's 2nd block rate of $2.90/ccf increases to $3.80 during the peak season.

S

T

rates shown in this table.

Base Service Charge for Shoreline is based on square footage of buildings, not meter size.
Taxes and fees not included in the published rates of these utilities (Bellevue, Bothell, Issaquah, Kirkland, Lake Forest Park, Mercer Island, Olympic View, and Shoreline) have been added to the
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Figure 1.1

Average Monthly Residential Bills at 2013 Rates and LOW Consumption
(4 ccf/mo Winter and 6 ccf/mo Summer Consumption)

Average
Purveyor Monthly W.D. 119
Bills Lake Forest Park
Ww.D. 119 $49.43 )
Shoreline
Lake Forest Park $45.52 [N ' N S
. Woodinville
Shoreline $41.17 Bellevse
Woodinville $36.37
Bellewue $36.07 Seattle
Seattle $35.29 Coal Creek
Coal Creek $35.25 Duvall
Duvall $34.16 Skyway
Skyway $32.35 Kirkland
Kirkland $32.22 Sammamish Plateau
Sammamish Plateau | $31.04 W.D. 90
W.D. 90 $30.62 W.D. 49
W.D. 49 $30.47 Highline
Highline $30.45 WD. 20 e i) i
W.D. 20 $20.60 T e ———
W.D. 45 $29.50 Tukwila i SRR
Tukwila $29.27 Renton :
Renton $28.33 Northshore
Northshore $27.83 Cedar River [ T —_ .
Cedar River $27.82 W.D. 125 T —
W.D. 125 $27.74 Issaguah —————————
Issaquah $27.23 Olympic View
Olympic View $24.72 Mercer Island
Mercer Island $24.34 Bothell
Bothell $23.28 So0s Creek
Soos Creek $21.97 Redmond
Redmond $21.63 " " " " T T T
55,090 s;lf'p 69690 G;\?JQ %\090 %\{L@ %\690 GS(\ 3 %(]990 %&@0 59'15090 s&'i\ 3 %%090 Gs(b%?)o 59%6390 555\ 3 ssb?”@ sgpﬂ'bg ssbf’-”@ %&\?30 5330‘00
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Figure 1.2

Average Monthly Residential Bills at 2013 Rates and MEDIUM Consumption
(8 ccf/mo Winter and 12 ccf/mo Summer Consumption)

Average
Purveyor Monthly
Bills W.D. 119 P

W.D. 119 $63.27 Lake Forest Park 2
Lake Forest Park $61.26 Duvall o
Duvall $61.03 Shoreline )
Shoreline $60.68 Woodinville )
Woodinville $60.28 Seattle )
Seattle $58.71 Skyway =
Skyway $56.62 Bellevue —_
Bellevue $54.41 Kirkland e —
Kirkland $54.23 Issaquah [ —
Issaquah $54.09 ol ¢reek T 2
Coal Creek $54.02 I e e
V\./.D._49 $49.50 Highine [P e ———
nghllne. $48.06 Cedar River . : =gy
Cedar River $46.47 : : .

W.D. 90 2
W.D. 90 $45.28 i
W.D. 45 $45.17 W.D. 45 _ P
Mercer Island $44.87 Mercer Island P
W.D. 125 $44.68 WD. 125 P
Tukwila $44.53 Tukwila P
Northshore $43.88 Northshore P
Renton $43.47 Renton : =
W.D. 20 $40.02 W.D. 20 P
Sammamish Plateau | $39.77 Sammamish Plateau -
Bothell $39.32 Bothell =
Soos Creek $38.76 Soos Creek P
Redmond $37.63 Redmond 2
Olympic View $34.76 Olympic View 2

$0 $5  $10  $15  $20  $25  $30  $35  $40  $45  $50  $55  $60  $65
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Figure 1.3

Average Monthly Residential Bills at 2013 Rates and HIGH Consumption

(16 ccf/mo Winter and 24 ccf/mo Summer Consumption)

Average
Purveyor Monthly
Bills

Issaquah $141.19
Duvall $131.23
Woodinville $121.97
Skyway $117.97
Seattle $117.73
Shoreline $111.91
Kirkland $108.00
Bellevue $105.82
Mercer Island $102.27
W.D. 119 $99.05
W.D. 49 $98.50
Coal Creek $97.06
Lake Forest Park $92.73
Northshore $88.21
Cedar River $87.26
W.D. 45 $84.00
Bothell $83.92
Soos Creek $83.49
Highline $83.29
Redmond $82.43
W.D. 125 $81.43
W.D. 90 $81.15
Renton $80.59
Tukwila $75.07
Sammamish Plateau | $66.22
W.D. 20 $64.54
Olympic View $56.50
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Cedar River
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W.D. 20
Olympic View
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Figure 1.4

Average Monthly Residential Water Bills at Each Utility's Average Consumption

Average Monthly

CCF Bill
W.D. 119 7.9 $58.53
Lake Forest Park 7.3 $54.55
Woodinville 8.1 $54.38
Bellevue 7.7 $47.57
Coal Creek 7.2  $45.26
Shoreline 5.7 $44.60
Kirkland 6.9 $42.54
Duvall 6.1 $41.13
Mercer Island 8.0 $38.63
WHOLESALE AVG 7.0 $38.37
SEATTLE 5.3 $38.33
W.D. 90 7.0 $37.96
Sammamish Plateau 8.3 $37.80
Cedar River 7.2 $37.43
Highline 6.5 $37.28
W.D. 49 6.5 $37.17
W.D. 125 7.0 $35.94
Skyway 52 $34.71
Northshore 6.8 $34.48
Renton 6.4 $33.32
Tukwila 5.9 $32.95
W.D. 20 6.1 $32.73
W.D. 45 5.7 $32.30
Issaquah 5.7 $31.29
Olympic View 7.3  $30.50
Soos Creek 7.1 $29.77
Bothell 6.3 $28.02
Redmond 6.3 $26.84
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Table 1.3

AVERAGE ANNUAL, WINTER, AND SUMMER RESIDENTIAL BILLS
with 2013 Rates & Medium Consumption: 8 ccf/mo Winter, 12 ccf/mo Summer

Ranked from Highest to Lowest

Monthly Residential Bills Summer/Winter
Rank |Purveyor Avg. Annual Winter Summer Differential*
1 W.D. 119 $63.27 $56.50 $76.80 35.9%
2 Lake Forest Park $61.26 $56.76 $70.25 23.8%
3 Duvall $61.03 $51.50 $80.10 55.5%
4 Shoreline $60.68 $54.81 $72.41 32.1%
5 Woodinville $60.28 $50.54 $79.76 57.8%
6 Seattle $58.71 $49.50 $77.12 55.8%
7 Skyway $56.62 $49.25 $71.37 44.9%
8 Bellevue $54.41 $48.50 $66.24 36.6%
9 Kirkland $54.23 $47.94 $66.80 39.4%
10 [Issaquah $54.09 $44.11 $74.05 67.9%
11 Coal Creek $54.02 $48.47 $65.11 34.3%
12 W.D. 49 $49.50 $42.50 $63.50 49.4%
13 Highline $48.06 $41.90 $60.38 44.1%
14 |Cedar River $46.47 $40.79 $57.83 41.8%
15 W.D. 90 $45.28 $39.43 $56.98 44.5%
16 W.D. 45 $45.17 $40.50 $54.50 34.6%
17 Mercer Island $44.87 $38.17 $58.28 52.7%
18 W.D. 125 $44.68 $39.22 $55.60 41.8%
19 Tukwila $44.53 $36.40 $60.80 67.0%
20 Northshore $43.88 $38.38 $54.88 43.0%
21 Renton $43.47 $38.58 $53.26 38.1%
22 W.D. 20 $40.02 $36.79 $46.47 26.3%
23 |Sammamish Plateau $39.77 $37.14 $45.02 21.2%
24 Bothell $39.32 $34.05 $49.85 46.4%
25 Soos Creek $38.76 $31.95 $52.39 64.0%
26 Redmond $37.63 $32.30 $48.30 49.5%
27  |Olympic View $34.76 $31.41 $41.45 32.0%
WHOLESALE AVERAGE $48.69 $42.61 $60.86 42.8%

* Note that the summer/winter differential is not the differential in rates but in bills. Most purveyors hawe a
differential of less than 50% even though bills are calculated with 50% more consumption in summer than in
winter. This means that the average rate charged per ccf by these purveyors is actually less in the summer
than in the winter. This seemingly contradictory result is due to the impact of the meter charge which is
spread over a greater number of ccfin the summer.



Ranking at
Low Consumption

Table 1.4

Ranking at
Medium Consumption

Ranking of Purveyor Bills from High to Low at Different Levels of Consumption

Ranking at
High Consumption
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W.D. 119
Lake Forest Park
Shoreline
Woodinville
Bellevue
Seattle

Coal Creek
Duvall
Skyway
Kirkland
Sammamish Plateau
W.D. 90
W.D. 49
Highline

W.D. 20
W.D. 45
Tukwila
Renton
Northshore
Cedar River
W.D. 125
Issaquah
Olympic View
Mercer Island
Bothell

Soos Creek
Redmond

©O© 0O ~NOOTL A WNPF
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Definition of Consumption Levels:

Low
Medium
High

Winter

W.D. 119
Lake Forest Park
Duvall
Shoreline
Woodinville
Seattle
Skyway
Bellevue
Kirkland
Issaquah
Coal Creek
W.D. 49
Highline
Cedar River
W.D. 90
W.D. 45
Mercer Island
W.D. 125
Tukwila
Northshore
Renton

W.D. 20
Sammamish Plateau
Bothell

Soos Creek
Redmond
Olympic View

Summer

Average

4 ccf/mo

6 ccf/mo

4.67 ccf/mo

8 ccfimo

12 ccf/mo

9.33 ccf/mo

16 ccfimo

24 ccf/mo (18.67 ccf/mo
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Issaquah
Duvall
Woodinville
Skyway
Seattle
Shoreline
Kirkland
Bellevue
Mercer Island
W.D. 119
W.D. 49

Coal Creek
Lake Forest Park
Northshore
Cedar River
W.D. 45
Bothell

Soos Creek
Highline
Redmond
W.D. 125
W.D. 90
Renton
Tukwila
Sammamish Plateau
W.D. 20
Olympic View
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WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS RANKED BY 2012 ANNUAL DIRECT PURCHASES FROM SPU

Figure 2.1

Wholesale Customer | Purchases
Bellevue* 8,440,512
Kirkland* 2,658,078
Northshore 2,451,174
Highline 2,105,391
Soos Creek 1,945,924
Woodinville 1,740,966
W.D. 20 1,215,151
Mercer Island 992,386
Tukwila* 943,018
Cedar River 701,387
Shoreline 669,971
Bothell 656,581
Redmond* 652,641
W.D. 49 610,235
W.D. 90 536,673
Coal Creek 525,773
W.D. 125 495,315
Olympic View 374,499
Duvall 232,947
Skyway* 146,535
W.D. 119 111,287
W.D. 45 107,679
Renton 51,086
Issaquah* 0
Lake Forest Park 0
Sammamish Plateau* 0
TOTAL 28,365,209

Bellevue*
Kirkland*
Northshore
Highline
Soos Creek
Woodinville
W.D. 20
Mercer Island
Tukwila*
Cedar River
Shoreline
Bothell
Redmond*
W.D. 49
W.D. 90
Coal Creek
W.D. 125
Olympic View
Duvall
Skyway*
W.D. 119
W.D. 45
Renton
Issaquah*
Lake Forest Park

Sammamish Plateau*

=
)
=
=
=
o
1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 5,000,000 6,000,000 7,000,000 8,000,000
Annual CCF

* Member of Cascade Water Alliance
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Table 2.1

Annual Direct Water Purchases from SPU by Wholesale Customer in CCF. 1999-2012
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Bellewe* 8053791 8012735 7,221,979 7,559,140 8,124,600 8525078 7,864,907 8474731 8,336,308 8,314,028 8573043 7,714,349 7,912,285 8,440,512
Bothell 638,894 761,656 720,652 751,322 783,847 790,903 710,804 791591 745144 725123 732,256 640,359 637,415 656,581
Bryn Mawr 59,525 Merged with Skyway

Cedar River 841,243 891,413 835740 912,388 980,516 989,535 985386 1071615 947,745 872,814 924524 800,755 758,691 701,387
Coal Creek 1,110,773  1,124051 942,044 1,121,178 1,237,310 607,964 525361 598753 526420 516305 507,052 4858590 493533 525773
Duvall 193759 211,270 168,746 202,930 257,645 244,321 236,868 242,851 230,852 222,695 253521 224208 233300 232,947
Highline 3058440 3,020,265 2,856,300 2,918,600 3,233,149 2,964,590 2,559,715 2,565,923 2,517,632 2,473,927 2,351,174 2,143,580 2,126,929 2,105,391
Kirkland* 2,055,265 3,138,937 2,861,685 2,989,315 3,238,310 3,044,835 2,833,027 3,150,078 2,954,510 2,980,975 3,000,442 2,670,036 2,660,037 2,658,078
Lake Forest Park 34 2 186 168 16 0 2 6 2 9 20 10 59 0
Mercer Island 1,141,068 1198242 1033318 1,091,347 1165501 1,219,866 1,072,336 1,139,931 1,087,304 1,039,660 1,032,966 855678 924,062 992,386
Northshore 2,716,809 2,833,106 2,547,889 2,833,606 2,983,637 2,838,343 2,556,340 2,698,337 2555901 2,441,109 2,574,352 2,394,673 2,463,963 2,451,174
Olympic View 462,821 439561 360,013 382,872 475345 462,990 414859 549538 406,617 406,802 496,479 361,712 348,497 374,499
Redmond* 169,630 230,796 250,585 385288 364,646 461,140 471,211 668574 452,805 504,742 1,242,852 499,676 705173 652,641
Renton 125765 111,747 101,894 69,078 62,364 64549 51,841 48314 51,959 38125 42490 59,904 88749 51,086
Shoreline 1,001,449 1,053,182 888,156 908,984 968,006 936,967 866,334 917,711 871,042 850,414 860,200 771973 650,376 669,971
Skyway* 173355 203520 316,097 318079 326364 235574 226,417 212,135 201,841 177,090 185,047 165814 174797 146,535
Soos Creek 1,860,482  2,045482 1,993,363 2,173,499 2,206,090 2,336,428 2,126,144 2205083 2126508 1,981,264 2,119,629 1,873,183 2,008,295 1,945,924
Tukwila* 1,198,360 1,006,157 1095812 1,119,261 1,002,216 1,136,059 1,069,148 1,068,642 1,060,170 993,747 986,705 920,469 942,999 943,018
Woodinville 2,077,044 2,197,380 2,040,624 2,070,493 2,371,019 2,243,238 1873605 2,032,328 10996,280 1,056,618 2,184,773 1,781,785 1,750,518 1,740,966
W.D. 20 1,550,582 1,366,147 1,346,239 1285424 1,427,155 15346,869 1325298 1,416,165 1,330,902 1,358,086 1,386,645 1,237,668 1,233,990 1,215,151
W.D. 45 142,361 156,010 105556 137,852 133,350 127,217 116,943 105832 95913 94,013 95912 100,229 106,783 107,679
W.D. 49 685368 673850 616296 625111 611,986 640,512 587,490 509,956 636,898 585791 589,113 556,683 638260 610,235
W.D. 85 45,286 74155 34458 45048 Merged with WD 20

W.D. 90 708,119 735758 683434 538,035 496,043 503,774 452581 539,675 542270 550,035 521,397 433468 493819 536,673
W.D. 119 101,798 117,447 132,490 128518 139,875 133744 126416 131,697 121,176 117,871 132,998 115579 110,073 111,287
W.D. 125 688,626 778596 560,097 580,052 560,331 646,969 603,604 623262 507,401 549,107 587,539 514,478 495650 495315
Total (31,770,547 32,471,503 20,722,743 31,147,656 33,330,230 32,501,465 29,656,646 31,852,728 30,402,609 29,752,240 31,481,128 27,322,218 27,967,343 28,365,209

* Members of Cascade Water Alliance. Water shown as "purchased" by individual Cascade members reflects consumption measured through their meters with SPU. However, individual Cascade members are not
billed directly by SPU.
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Figure 2.2
WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS RANKED BY 2012 ANNUAL RETAIL BILLED SALES

Wholesale Customer Retail Sales
Bellevue* 6,652,102 Bellevue* -
Redmond* 2,996,495 Redmond* -
Renton 2,955,165 Renton )
Highline 2,659,258 Highline B
Northshore 2,362,615 Northshore
Sammamish Plateau* | 2,070,994 | ||sammamish Plateau*
Soos Creek 1,867,566 Soos Creek i
Woodinville 1,724,180 Woodinville
Kirkland* 1,566,695 Kirkland*
W.D. 20 1,013,874 W.D. 20
Mercer Island 897,230 Mercer Island
Issaquah* 881,251 Issaquah* )
Tukwila* 869,865 Tukwila®
Cedar River 845,321 Cedar River
Shoreline 731,780 Shoreline
W.D. 90 667,072 W.D. 90 -
Bothell
Bothell 645,746 -
W.D. 125
W.D. 125 570,319 -
Olympic View
Olympic View 558,421 -
W.D. 49
W.D. 49 548,241 -
Coal Creek
Coal Creek 479,094 Skyway* -
Skyway* 252,642 Duvall
Duvall 216,172 W.D. 119 -
W.D. 119 113,957 WD. 45
WD.45 105,855 Lake Forest Park
hl 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lake Forest Park 90,176 0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 5,000,000 6,000,000 7,000,000
TOTAL 34,342,086 Annual CCE
* Member of Cascade Water Alliance
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